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^ 27 rWdHt, 2002 

■R.^tTJ1^Rtft/107/2001-7ttM.—■RFT^'3im3lfq1^, 1963 (1963 ^ 38) ^ »TTTT 48 3?R 49 SRI ^ 

HpihtiH y^fr^ "Q^cISSRI cicft+'lRi htI'I yTi-i 'if Pi^l d4^< % y^5!i % Rm, Crti^Ry MtRi 

f^ylRo ^ R'H*4 ■£[ (yiKi y wiq PiHdii % I 


RTIR^ -R. ^tl?T?R<ft/107/2001-^W)^ 

«Jo1>+)lR'1 HtII (dl41cfl) 

31T^9T 

( 20 Rldwt3, 2002 R?l Rlftd) 

^ RFTRT ^l-^ldilRd WT ^=mR ((541(^1) % tr^ HcRT c3T?#fT 

R?Ir cPRi if sfTT^ jRdicf % ■^t^fSRT t I' 

2,1 Mrg) ^ awTs ^ t:- 

(i) 31'1'M, 1992 ^ vJ't'WJ'! ^ WDIcdd ^T?? f^7 0TT7TT 271 , 3lt? 

^ISgRN ^ cfft c315#fT ^ Tf^ aft 1 

(ii) ^ RIRft ft 3RlRf, 1992 ft fft^ft^f fftiaTT ffti finftf Ifft TJTffH Zjl 

irara^ ^ ^ Tf ^ ^ eft fti^ garcTd ^ ^ift jrgiftft ft) ':div i 

■ (iii) dl'Rld ft ^ eft ftteR HxJlfcTd IftjTJ ^ ciT^ fiftftt g1 fftf^r d l ftftTI 

9ftR 1ftaft% efft ^ Refiftt t Wll^ W'dldd cf^r fftRIN ^ W ^ I 


JO.^4 Gl/2002 


(I) 
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(iv) RtR ^ 1999 ir TTJ ^ ^ WTRI WfRH ^ WI ^ ^ giT ^;3TTcr m ; 

t»q> ^ ^ ciTf^ ^ 3n% ^ ^ fc^iT 3fH ^ ^ #Di ^ 4 [cr 

jraipR ^ I €[(M ^ ^ ^ g!5HT ^r? 3ft? ?T?? \3THcIj? 

^ JmicR ^ fcET TRH qft?I ^ gft cpftgj?ni ^ ^ «PTPT ??§% ^ ?fet>il fft^T I 

■:?IRft ^ gft ?t?itf?RT ^I? ft 50% ^ ^?ft giT 3igftt<H , 3ft? H^IMtH 
Il^t^ Hl|tl<1>'<*'l ft ftt ^fftn HftlcRIlSft ft 1ft^R-fft>T?t ^5?ft ^ «i|c; vjft 3rgfttfft?T ^T? 
fft^n I 


(v) 3RT'. ,fftv^pT ^ eft TIFT ft Rvfl vJCR^ft ^ R?iH ^ g'SHI ^ fttel?/^!?? HFicH ^ 

3rgiTift ftft ^ xj^ # ^ ?^ ft I 


(vi) ♦1^lft’<si|tpl'< (alftd'll'J 3ft? xftf^ftft) ft g>a^i eft fttel? fftxft ellgfti ^ 3Rlft^eT Jlft^ 
ft '<N'W ft infft 'imef) ft ?I2/JICHet) ftlC H'tgcl fft)?n XHJ| ft sft? ftftftftt ft 

W'^e/5>i!U| Hi'll ft I ?T8?fTc*I^ ftiC ft ftoil4'<kl<J> SKI vJSRJ xpr gft gjj ^ Hcpl>; ft .'*• 


(g^) €ftM ft ^^?IT?f 3Tfftfft^, 1963 ^ m?T 42 (3) ft 3lft^ ^ ?T?gjR 

cFT gft aigftt^ fftr? ^ ftt wixR ^=?mT 3#fft^ 1963 ^ xit?t 42(1) (^) 


eft SI?T g^Sflf ftS eft ftt^ fftrft v 3 <H'«hft gft q?FT xft^?!? ^ ftftf? HFJ TfiJ TfFT 
^ arf^, ?cTft, 3lcf?DT, Rter, 3ft? xggftftt gji ^ g5?ft ^ sigrifft ft ftt 
2ft I 


(^) ftftftftt gft ^ ^ TIFT ft ?TciT% ^g?5TT ^ ^ ftftl? ^ eft nft^y gft ^ ^ ^ 
ftt Ff ft eT2TTfft ftftftftt ft Jftft tft^ 11,280/- W JlM ?lf^ cjft cRJeft ^ ^ 
FF jfts eft ftftH jmiFR gj?ft ^ 3igtrfft ft ftt ft^ (^ft feft ^ xftfftrftr I 

3ft? II ft fftftt 3TTlft FF Rft?I ?J^?F ft) 






[WTII—^g^ 3 (ii)] 


Wd ^ TP5n^ ; STOTtllT'*! 
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{v) ^ ^ cfiFTi/^sntR^ ^ ^ ^jsrk ^ ^ wr ^ 

^ ^ HT4lcl*'i ^ ^ 3M ^ cZJN^P WWTT cf^f 

eziH Tf ^sfHT xirfl? an i 

(ti) ^ ^ 3Etn4f ^nra cpt n??cR ^ sTcnm ?g sMr g^t t 

^ ^ ^MR^^ ^Rig grTg ^ ggg^ H?wg 'jg^g?? ^ 'Sggtg ^ g^ stt^ 

3tgg.' g^ ^ ^?igrR} g^ agi? 3ig^ fan i 

(^ grR ^ 33g^ 5 ^ IcR^r ^ ^ ^ gig'^g vjgtgj^ g^t jt^ g?t srjgfcf 
^ fyRi^ ^3g^g>7 gg witg ggr ggr i ^ ^ 3 g^ ^ 

vjgcTO 4c?t ^r 3Fj»rgl4\ {P^ ^) gg 87,6% ^ 1 gvR ^ 

f?T^ fcTiT ^ f?irf^g gyRui giif ggrgr ^ i 

(g) IMg w ^ wg gitg? gg g?^ ^ ^ fcigg ^ 

^ gg ^^TSfigt an, gm WT ^jggap? g^l 3T^t# gn^ ^ 
31^ g4 1994-95 ^ 1996-97 ^ ^ 'fNg ^ 8.5 g^^ ^ g^^ 

■?ftgTggj^igRg^rinf^i 

(vii) cRin g^sn c^ ^ nc^fR ^ ^ t^*gfcif^d cgm ggrar t ■- 

(gi) g^ wgrR giitJf^Rg i 963 g>t gKi 42(1) (^) s^afR igra g^t ml^, 
i:sT^, 3TcRui, gRg?g, ^ ^ ^ vjg^ 

^^grgt ^ ngR §■ afr? ^^gnj '(■€ig5)7 aft? ^ ajct tttp tt^ 

^ ^ grnft f 1 

( 73 ) ■ 3 ,. ^ 3 R% g^ ^ ffR arggtf^ gti ^ arwR g? ^jg^gs^ g^r 

^ g3 srgrag ggf^ ^ ^ gn ^ t i ara; arl^rf^RR g^ gro 

42(3) ^ 3TfnR ^ajcp arjjffgg t ggff^ gn?^ gg^gg nn srt 

?Tif^ ?nfl ^ GTRRggf^ gg ^ t 1 

(g) srgRg ^gggv? g? jicr?T ^ 'giggr?! #gt ^ grggig g? g^t^ ggig g^ g?gT 

t 1alk g^rai feRC ^ ^ grTl ^ g^ ^ t I ?7T^ arf^gg 
cR5^ ^ cf^ afk tRT^ g^ vlrgjt ^ sb^ c^ fc^i ur ^ cfrsg grgggg 
g# f I Rai xic3 ^3gg^ wfif^igr 7^ ^ t 1 
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(H) ^ ^ ^ ^ 1994-95 ^ 1997-98 ^ 

67.76% ^ 76,13% g5t ^ ^ I vJV?<PV ^ 3I^^5PT 3lk WRcI 

(^frf5^) ^ ^ ^F3IZ ^JPTO, Ttrl Tt ^ #T ^ ^ 

^ I ^ w t *1^ ^ g>T n?^ ^r 

CR 5^t ^ ^ ^3^ VT^ TR lit, ^ 

^ ^ ^ ^ g^I ^ t^ iTTn an I 

tRR ^ ^tRgr^ ^ 3FyTf?r ^ Cf5t ^ ^^Icf ^RSFI^ f^-f5|M ^ 

3If?RR ij 3N^ nt t I ^ f%^t '3-'R<5^ gfl aT^rffcI WT ^ 

cFi nf^Rnf^ gR^ ^ ^ eft , gf^ rtr ^ ^ 3Fjjt<j> ^ 

gsg ^ ^ aft f^Rift vicMig^cii fti ^EJR gn Tfcft I 

(^) ^Rr cf5 gj fcp;[ gaig> ;t5rr g^ 7®^ ^ ^ ^pirg gft 

3TFTPft TOfm ^r ^nfiTcT gR^ w tcigR gmpiT l 

(viii) gagiRi^ ^ ^ fS'gf&ig'r gft aftz ^ftft€> ^ v3tR gft hir ^ giuvREft 

gXTRg ^ 3Tq^ 4 2001 ^ nra gio tft3n7-20012/4/98-ftMt ^ gRI €ftft^ ^ 

fsfei g? xitr gf^ ir ^jTRgR ^ Rem ^ gz gR^ 

gg jTRng ^fgiz ep^ ^ ggigrR h^[c® mfej^r ^ ai^jftggiaJ I 

2 2 ?Tr gt^ftw Rtr ^ ft^Rfcrf^g RRng t > 

(i) ^?5iT ffRf ^ gT?7 ggRR gR^ gi^ grgg/^jiRgR eft 20% 

fl^gR^r cPT RRTTg t I 

(ii) ^ c^ ■iftcR grggt/^sgRgR ^ jicm ^ wif^ gftg ^ eft grg? jTgrcR 

eft 1^ Ri?#fT gfHr ^ 25 % 3if?ftp Preftf^ mm t 1 

2. : g? RRTig "RTift ^ gm 3igft 3 gfteR 2001 eft Ttg^g tto 85 gm aFggtfer irgy t 1 

3 , WRft jifftRiT eft 3i^gTcR ^ jH?ng gft iif^ f^f^Fi vm 

w- 13ft gift g-ggft f^ariTft eft fftig ftgft g^ i vrrft iiM f^R^rat cpt w mR t :- 

cn?#H gftg ft ^ ftft ggftgR ft giHi Tnft eft gjRn jrftiggigft g? m I 

3RT: TxH mR'Oy ft vjgRfR eft siftYT eft fftig ji^ggft gft gajft^ftft ggig Rit gfift I 

(i) RtR gft arRTcTgft fftgtggft aft? mrnm Riftftgt gft g?raTj4 gfR gicRiFft eft 

ft OTgRTTi gft g^giftt ^ 1 
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(ii) gjTTft ^TRiTinti ^ Tirsn jratg^nart Tnjjc?t cfm?i ^ 

vWefsi gy?iv^ ; 3it^ ^'RiH azn cPTn^ ^ cr^ cf)T 

irara i 

(iii) ^ fc^^ c7i§#fT ^ ^ ^ ft jTcnoR ^ 

ft?Rl^ ^ amcTt sm i 

(iv) «?1Srait^ traw^ ^5^ ^ c^ ftcR ft ^ t , atk t^rft 

^3tR^ 0^ JWlft Mft jraTc^^ ^ f^ ’WT ^ fkR 3rfHf f I 

(v) WT ^ ^ ^3^^ 3Tqf ^ ^ 20 ^ 3?l^ TTg^ ft ^ f ,' 3lk 3^ 
3 t1?}^ wm W3 cf OTF®? jrara^ l^rff f ^rff ^ i 

(vi) ^TR^T ^?cPR arlSicPT^ ^ ^ it ff^ft gfl vrrftai^ m ^ ^ f af? 

crR^ra f ftftft f effro ^ jfciTcR t^rstt atfi^gRi ft %?n ^snctr f i 

(vii) <B^ JtFfcR ^3'CRgR ^ gPT ^ TfHaTtf^tiTJct eIRT t^ft^t Vftfl^ 

f f^Rtf tRTa ^ ^3tRcR/fKic3€t gf f5r%Tt gR f i tf^ atraict gte ^ 

sgTctft ^ 3<k tRTa ^ anfftft ^ afR ^ 3 ^ siRtqra sngrgnft ^ 

ftgrft f ^ttRgR gg jtopt f?tRn gjMT f I 

(viii) #? ai^qgtft gfB v 3 trcr ^ tg 1^ gmr afR OTtgctraf ^ fgcR ^ pigH 

c5^ c^ ^ atR atf?m5 qjftcRt jfRnffg gfRt 1 

(ix) Rrft ^ fRtr RT?fRT q5Rt RratRcf gRf ^ wr ^Rt ^ ftcR afR wf fRtr 
wm 5t^ g?( ar^iff ftft 1 

?i;^t<KtiRT ^t€tJR xRttfitqyR (fhf<rq^) 

(i) W( ^ f ggjt f anf giR Rrft ^3WR ^ 3ff?i ^ Rr[ cn?%^ g?Rt f ^ g^at 

^aftfg aft f, cpftfcp f 50% ^ ^ aott f ft eft af sft 1 

(ii) a^fgjRt Rr^wgaR cn?#o atRt it gff ft wfiaa afta jRjeaf gt wrpg fftaa ^ 
wt ft an agjcfi f ; atk ^ gt grgg gatt ftga ^ ataft cf IRtt a? ^ 
i 07 r f affgr aft ftft i 

^;fttstRa ’^gR atftg gfRrf xyg (ftftftanf) 

(i) ^ ft?R aiR grs^ grgft gt ftg irg gRar frat i 

(ii) a?tR^3tg>R gg tf^^tgaRt g?t aRakt fttf aaf f araef af 

pt^fR if ati ^ f i 
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(iii) ^ ^ teri ^ eft Tigsm ^ Epfrl^ ^ f5reft% ^ ^ 
RllalcFTtT - RgTTTR H^ctF 5I#ctTm ^ I 

(iv) IFRTIcI ^ eimrat ^ ^ sftr rRuIIHTETW f^^el T?cr MaiRT Tl cFT?I 3Tni^ I 

(v) SRI ^ ^ ^ aipR’Rpff gm ajf^tFJiw'^ Ji^ 

^ ^ I 

(vi) Tif^ TiwT w Mai cMt t praicR Mr 3titte^ efT Tffr Mr EifiTT cfr RrfMi 
EjTiT^ git Mn rM g?M 1M 3fiq^ cnRifMi ^ ngrcTT gir wtpr 
^ ^ M Hsg f I 

(vii) ?®jMr, ^cTTiMt, aroTt TfiMt ^ cpM tM ^ itritM ^ titwifr M 
gaM Tirg^ g?i?r aft M sitq^ ^ Mcrr Rtncrr cM M 11 

(viii) rtH git gcf M, gr? M fcig? M ote^, m ^ ^ frMcf 

gg jiMg M ^atiagRt ^ g# gn^M ^ ^ giRin g?*? M gri t?i i 

(ix) g^ ^r ^ gR% % wi aairH g>t ti^ git qggg Mri I 

(x) gicft ^ Rt ggrr cniM tM ^ wwil^a ^ ^ M M grr? i 

cFTgg cp#Rg TT^iM t?#Rfipfig (Tfti^dqr;) 

(i) gftg 'T gfR gfR '^' ^ pn ^ ^ M vjgrgR ^ rM ^ M jtrttM g? 
fjtt t 1 WcPSTcFR ^ Mift Ma gr gM ^ M t, Jt^gr gr g>t eM g^r 
iRgig ^ ^ g^ I 

(ii) gr gir 100 % gg^ gM ^ ggi^ gitr MM RiM gg ggin ^ gg ^ 
gfrMg g# % i 

(iii) Rrig git Mt gM ggrrr ^ pnig g^ pi i g?H.- gg w 3,4 gfr? 5 arM gi^ 
EnM, gici grMr M Mt cFrnt.rTgrag ggrgR git g^ gM gg git^ ggrg g# t i 

(iv) 311^^ gjRtgiT ^ ^ MgR ger% ^ M aft? titefr ^ 

jrrgi M?rt ^ arprag ^r. gat go 7 gg Mr gM? sreiTcag c^ M Mtg^w g^^ M 

w ^ I frr ggTR Rgg ^ ggwT. Mw? Mr^t aft? gitgr ggagg Mr ^ Mtc? 
gig Mr criMt t 1 Mt M gg Mg cMr M Mr gngr t gig Rtr ggrgiT 
ggcisj g# M |r I 

(v) 3 ^, 6 ^, io€t aftr io/4€t git -Eng M ^ foTi M MM; ggagir ygcw g^ t I 

aicggT 3 ^ gg gM fM ^ atk M M Mr gtREw att g^.t 1 




[•Hmil—75prg3(ii)] 


VTT?T TT^m ; 


(vi) ii?T^RjraJK ^ ^ Hern ^ TRR gRr 

^ wr, ^ ^ ^ ^r 3 'Htjch ^ ^tfk ^ ^ ^ , cttt: 

'^FjR^r q1^?tfm ' g^i mR<i>cR arra^ gR f^^gror "W aflgi^ t I 

ijftgg aifa cr^ (3ii^*t^)<ft3rTt) 

(i) <?l'Tl^l ^ 'dH'W)'<i g^t Hci5;i g5t mxh ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

aft ^ ngtcwiaft g5t angw^aft gft ijg ^ ^r ggf^/ggg^t g^ ^ ; sfl^ g? srgglrr 
WT ^ra A gF^krft gft ifR^it^d cR% gfl ^fnggft ^ ^ t I 

(ii) 3?g: f^v^t gTR^R gt ^ iftgr? gfk gT?7 gf=fr gmF hcRi ^ 1^ dr^'fig gfRi ff 
^mo g5f grge^f gfe tr fetwR g^gr ^sRig ^ I 

gifa i}f%gr alfa gifa^ t*;? 

(i) Pi'jfl vdM'tgj'j'l gif 'g^5TT ^ iftg^ 3ltg gr?^ jt^rt gif oiggRt g^ggeftg ggcT mRcj^h 

^ptgTcfg ^ Rttjff jtrg 4 Rp^f gr^gi^f g^r g^ ^ ^ 1992 ^ g^j ^ 

srgqTcTg ^f iff t I w ^ 1^ ggr^rargg? gif g? f^ ;jT^iRg ^ ^ 

^ ^ 'iffgg gr?^ g> argfaf^ ^ gg^ gt, ggig afR ggggff t 1 

(ii) Rr^tf vJM'fg.'i ^ ggg c^ »ft?R 3 TcR[ gif 3?ggf^ ^ gif ^ ^gR geref wRggg Tf^um 

^ 3Tg^ ^ arm gg 3TggT^ gf 1 1 

(iii) 3Rg Mdif gif g^gi ^ f^gfg gigg gfgnggf ^ Rgfggisit gif srr^ ggrag gj^fgifRg ggg 

3TgRg gR^ c^ ^iig^Ro f%gT ^ 1 

(iv) Mxig gif 3TTg?ggjgT3if gif gg gR% ^ tcig ggg cigg' ggtgj^t gr %gg gigt^gf gif pfggg 
g>^ gfR jpgTcFT ^ f^fifn iifdf ^ Pivjilq)>;ui gif affg gigg ggi ^ I 

(v) H'WiRd g^ ggg arRJg^ t afk fg^r giiff g^ff ^ apgan Rm jrofgR ^ Rn^t ^TRgR 

^gjg gxT ^ g^ srqfgpT ^ ggiffn 1 

(vi) gf^tcRT^ gfk ^ gR^r g?TcPggiR grg w angiRg Mr6f gg 

g^ffTH g^grg ^SftM gif g^fgH gag ^ jj1^t<j><H t i 

(vii) gRcT TRgiR gif 41 Rt ^ st^^jr <^4fgifRg grR ^ Rt'4fg>'<ui gR4 sfR RtgRr, ggicR 
gg 3f?RR (4f3M) wdidg gif ggigr ^ ^ Rr €fiM ^ tjfg^ xRra i i jdfi i ij d ^ ^erg 
30 g^ ^ gfjgg g^ ?^gT5R 1 gRoTTg^gw gi'^gy jj?^gg ggaf ff arfet arr^f^g^ 
gfdfRigil gg gtRj ^ afR^^amng ^ ^ ^ ^ 1 

(viii) 4f g^ t Rf'gigg git -rtht ggg ^ ^gw c^ jfgRr gif ^ g^ gif grRff ; 

gf^, gfRgHf gif cgRg angiRT^ afR ggggg ^ ^§gR gif ^ gif grgff 1 iggff^lgi 
gfg ^ ^ gR4 Rrt ^Rig ^ gr tffg dd^n i^gj grg cpft gR ^ ^ vjti ggg 
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^ ^fEETT ^ ^ vJ4'(45v| g^t WT cTgpn 

^ i 

(ix) HS'Kn ^ ^ ^ HTs gr g^i^ jwr wt t JTf%WTft?T 

1 %3 tf ^ Tig^ I grengr gjfgj fciME 3ftT w>g g?f Tt^?5gT g^r^ 

^ ^ I ^TTST 4th ^ vTgrgjT ^ dcoi gftr ini^ ^ cciW^ ^ 

^ vJM^gg f ; alk tih gg'tg>^{ aErft vjMglfJigi ^grpEr # t I 

(x) gf^ ExR ^ gwvf Rf^g 3lk t gr ggg g^ ^ g^ # ?fr tg 

viggr grf^ ggt% Pif^^g gg?g^ gg g?r 3ig^ grR gg g?i| ggggr 

g# 11 

(xi) ra^gcgr^ gfcrgtffrgr ^ ggi^ trag jratggrsit ^ ^ ^ ^ Ttggg gg g^ g^gr 

gg gg? «igg ^tgr gfg gg> IcrtiEg gr?^ ^ ggg gjg^ ^ g?t ggR 
gic^l g^fcTgt g^r ggi Tt?i1gg ^ g?t ^ gggg g^ g>T Rgi gngr I 

gi^ fti^TT cTi^ ip^Rn<;>M 


(i) THggg gg etpj jr?jcgi g^r gggr^ gg R^j^i w^g-. ^ snt^ ggtg^^ gg jrarcH 
g>^ ^ tcEi ^ ^ Tr»ft gg?gg?r g5t g^ ^ Tngpg ^t^frgg ^ Rgy rang ^r g^ ^ 
gntygr i 

(ii) tcETT^, gr^ ^ gra gr^g^t ^ jT^cg> ^ ^ g^^ 3lk 

^kflgid cn?#g gg^ g?^ c^ jRgrg g?^ gg ^ sftf^ gff t ggff^ t Rfgft ggrft 

ggw'? g^ f i 

(iii) ^ Mg Mr t R> ggg grM grggr g^ ijg ^ RM gg^ft 
ggrgj^ g^r M ■>ft grggf^ 4t % i 

(iv) ggg g? grgr gjg gggg t % Rp^t grWre^ ^ ur^git g>t sngjRd g^Rt tfi Rpj ggr 
gjtgg gg g? Rgr gg^ g>M R gR ggng gg jchgn ^ ^ t I ^ giggft ^ M 
HcRT ^ 3TWR gg gr ggiER M otetr gg g5tn RMRr g?t grr? RrffR grR 
g5t g^ g?grgg g?^t gg tt^ I 

(v) gR ^ t^gg gR^gg gg^ ggsj ^ gjRr gg jRgrg gM cR ggng, 'SRM cRr TRRg ^ 
gR RggR gRr etf gR ggra^r ^ slRrg ^jcf^gn g? gr RM 3Eg en Rr ggrg g^ 
RgR gEFTT Rgr i 

(vi) gR grET ^ grg aRRrg gg?^ M Mr afk ggRgr R gm seM oqcnmr gM 
^ sTtHidi 3ltT cRR Rggg g^ eVii ^ ggg g^Eg> ^ (R^) ^gr i 


4.1 RRft ggg gRggrsit R / ggg gRggrsft gft gRRR ^ grgr RMM cR gR 
^ gRyR& ^fjggr/Ragjft R Rr? g^ i 


[MPTII—W’gSQi)] __ : 3i^mKU| _ 

4.2 fcifiR Hiiltidiaft ^ ^ ^ RnfciRad ^ ^ : 


(i) ^ irrarci wf ^ ^ ^ ^>^tcR Tjarai ^3 ^rr ^ ^ ^ TTfierar^i^ 

(?ffi|<?THI'5 3)^7 Mlf^tl^I) gr?I ^ ^TSUTWcp ftnpjfr ^ 3PW '(H'ich'R 51 ^ 1^ MTI 

^ 3^3^ t I spT: v3TOj7 Jicrer ^ 1^ Hif^^r ^ ^ 

JR^ ^3lrRT t I 

(ii) ^5f ^ ^3TOR ^ Hcpn ^ ^ ^ ^ RT^'fi'H ^ ^ ^ 

^3^ RTf#?T f^lErtf^ c^ IR^ cl^l «fl^ ^ cfR W 3fr? PtR 

^ «fRr ^ Ji^ a^t ^ 25 % 3i1Sra> M?r^T gR ^ 1 

(iii) H>wirau ^ ir cpjft / JR^ ^ gRMT ^ t cRfif^ PtR ^ ^fRcPR 

^ f^I^?ft ^ 3 i3MIcR cIRMT M'^^II I 

5,1 THTI^ ^ 6 2002 ^^I ^ ^ f^RT^I ^WT^I ^ 3RT MT^T^- 

TJ^ ^ ^ ^ MR 'HIMIRJ ^ft^fPH ^ ^R4l^ ^RaTR sff? ^ g^sH ddOP^R ^ ^ ^ 

^t?fpR ^ 'Wfel WMTcI P7 ift ^Hdl^ ^ TT^ I ^dcJll ^i f^T c^ W5R ^T PlnlrtRad PlcR^ 

M't^d MTJ" :- 

Rira (€I»M) 

^ % 3TTa*T t I g^lf 3T3^ ^ ^TRcn I ^T?cf5t 3TTf^ cf> 

3rf?I^ 5R ^ 3 TTcR?JcJkIT ^ I 

(^iPt<i xy^RiijTiiH 


’g^T «r^ I «fi^ sr?T ^ ^ 3Tf?Ici7 ^ ^ girt ci^ ? (^IiM afe cR af^ 

^ : gF 31 ^ grt Pn#Td gR^ ^ f^ t; -^figRg apt arg^r afT argar npjoft Mr) 

q'<^1g>1RH gwCT ij-HlRujTtR ( <i\<fti<cfijii ) 

^ g?I 3 t^M g ^ gnv I g^ gg^ fcmR ap^ ^ , stri pM rsi ^Rgr M 
^ ; 3fk ^^TRjg? W'Wig cll^ ^ I 

(i) ^fiT a^ Mg afk giF? ^ aRR-argrg pttMt t afR ajp^ if[ g? 
1%ggg g^ ^ i 

(ii) giM gfR gg^ jiFggg grpMl ^ M g? gaM apjgg ^ t I Mfl ^ ^ gr gfecig 
g?t arggfcr g^ ^ M grfirg 1 3M g^ g^ ^ M w ggrr 1 

5.2 'yggi^ ^r, M^artry ^ 3 lk MgMt ^ a^ rtMt Mg gg gargragap fMgg 

iR^ Mr t I w Mr ^ w rmu t % Mft gM jtfrh grgagR^ M cttMt Mh MgM A 

15 RO M M, 150 RO M gi? 3lk 1500 rk) jrfM t giM M aM A MM g5) g^ 


rvS'M.; 
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120 750, 1875 7)0 16920 TO t I ^ cTPJ dl^'^1'8 ftJcRUl ^ 

RT^ t I 

6. ITFT^ ^ 4l7H ^JcbBld 7PTO ^g^RT tM ^ fclTTTTTsi 

TR^ ^ ^:- 

(i) ?7T Rlf^lRjT^ ST7T f^7i<17, 1999 ^1 ^ EH ^ ^ 'E' 3lt7 ^sfH ^1 

^ 1^\7R 7n ^T?7 EI?^/ RcRI Ic^E THH c7Tf#E R^tTT 

^ 1 ^ JRElcl ^ OTET7 E7 3I^Etf^ tclHT EET !JT I ^ 

?E THE R7^ RTETE R7H E^R ^1 ERTRR ^ ErSRR E7 

^5^ ^ ^t5^E ETFMTFfl E^TTclE RTH ^ Rt^CT t I Ef^HREft EJTRRI ^ 
EF E?let73TER7 (eI^IcH^ ^ E7SEJ E^ g^t E)t EEH ^ 

TSER ^ % I 

(ii) EF Mlf^ERui EFT^^TEjR gRT yJdIR RIJ g^ 3lt7 ^ R7 €Wt^t E) ^feE^RT E?f 'jiTe E^ 
ERET ETFcTT I EElPl ^TIT g^ E^ ^ EH ^ EE EIEEH EET EEgE P)f?'5<i 
artsn i> 3igRTcH if EeI^JE t 3IE: EF TRt^ ERET EREJEJE; ^ RTET t % EFIRtH EE 
E^ EE EH g?5II fclEH (^FJE) EE 3R3tEm ^ t ; El^ EE^E gRT OTtfecf f^ftTTT 
oIJETET E)t wlci'WlRo ER^ ^ fcEj TdtEEE E^ fchEI RT TIEjET I E^ ^ EH ^ ¥llf^d 
JTTEEH <^Ecl 3TftJE) f^EJE E>|4 HETET EE [c)Pl5^l ERc^ EE TPlSTT E?I gE ER^ 

^ t I 

(iii) ^ ETF^/ERT^ ^ ^ HIF^E R^tE 20% EE5 ER^ EE R7ETE ^ 

EEf!(5 EIEFE TRflEE JRETE ^1 3R[ E^^l Pg^E^ E^ E5 fcEf 10% ^ ER^ R7ETE 
fcfHT RET aJT I ^ HEIlf^E 2Wc E?t gfe E^t cSFTI^ ^ FE^ EE^ 

r(^R)(^ 'JEcF cREE t^TEER JR^F ^ ^ I 

FTETI^ % FE Efrlf^ E?I^ gEEi cIFH ItEER RTgF E^ t 

REi; Mist FTTT 7TTEFE TRfHE JREH i{ RT^E EE^ HFTEE El%f^ EJ EIRE ftTEER ^ 
EERE ^ eI^TcT ^ E^ EE RET EEET t 1 EEE ^T E^ 2002-03 3ft7 2003-04 

gE7 f^lETER TTETE E?t 3 t 1^EHT E^ £EH 4 TTSER EF RTf^lERE 7TTETH TRflEE 
R7EH if gtgET RgcE^I tT f^lRfl TTEtEE E)| STgEfrl E ^ EE Me ER gEE t I EF 
REE Rf^ if ETF^ ^ ERTET^^ t RcfE ^ HIF^R i^tTT ^ 
ERgEE eVU ; 3lt7 gTSE SlE ^ ETF7 Pi^ ETF^ RE ERTET^ E> ^ fcTR Etggj E^ 
EIT^ 7^ I g75n ^ JpRI ^ EET R^cE) ETg ER^ ^ R7ETE E^t FE 

EE^ ^ ETE ^ 3TEH ^ ETTE E^t E^ ^ I 

(iv) ^ R7ETE ^ PP gTtRT ^ ^ i^TER Pp^T ETF^/ER7ET7t ^ R^E ^ ETE^ ^T 

3lt7 FE ^ Eid^E gR^tpE ET?! ER^ ^ Ic 17 ')ft gyiRT ^lE ETF7 R^ET 

ER^ ET^ ETF^/ERTET^ E^ PtE^f^ RTF^ R^tE ^ 25% EPlEi R?tE RTg ^ I 
^1^ ^ Ee^ gTiFT ^lE ^ '^pR 3T%TgH 3TplET r51e ^ fcTR FE 

RtPIERR EE aigElEE RFIERT^ EETRE 5^ RTRT Pt^ E^ STgET^f E ETET EET ^ I 





[MPTIT—~gTO3(ii)] 


HTOT it'll: 3mie(KU| 


11 


jratoraft ^ ^ vdM'Kh'i ^Mci<tJdi ^ 1^ »n%a^ ^ ^srar ^ 

^ 'tl'IcW'?! 3 iTf^ ct)|yu|'| ^ ^ HWN ^ StlMlrl ^ ^ I ^ ^ 

'ieiMTu'i ^r cn^ Mcfcl viM'Wi'fi ^ ^ ^ di^'tl'H 'jJI'H ^ 

Cl^ cfe if Tjgj ^ t 1 ^ ^ JIRiPra^ ^ t WT 

afritef ^ 3R^ 3)f?)<*iRcn ^Rr ^r ^ hxjichh ^ fcnj ^ aiWT 

nf'Scl ^ 31^^TR '{(■Uc^/ylviTra ^RR 'Hciidl ^ 1 ^ 4 ^ 

TRyTTcT d(ii't^Md t 3lk STJiflfel vindT ^ I 


(v) ^t'M^atnr ^ vjM'Wi>; ^ ^ ^ wtl ^r ^ 

^ddl d>^ ^ dtd ^ ^ I vfw 1 ^ ^dTdT ddT d? M^fcl HSNddi ^ IJdJ 
^ dilf ^ I ^ TOdt ^r WT c^ d'RdJ'! d 5 ) Rf^Udl dil ^ tlR^ 3 tt 7 d 4 WR 
diT 31^*1 fct ^ ^ fcR[ f^Kj^Rd dM'Wi'i RxfMI JwRf dd jrf^Tld d't^ci (^<JI 'STIdT ^ I 

^ fdR- ^ irRt l^nid ^ ^ ^ gR^ ^ c^ 

f^RT^r gg 50% f^gi 'Siidi 1 $'dcii 3tciidi d>Mi1 g?^ ^ gtidMi^ fcT? 

Rfgft ^ gfr arj*# ^ ^cg^ ^ 10% g^ gndi ^ i €Wr^t Rr^ 
dwwi'?) ^ ^Rf ^ gft gi^gRr ^ RiV cfT?#? gJRi w 25% 

gg rfrRRFT cRJcT cpRt ^ jRgrg 1^ t g?r dgS'ddd ^ ggtf% gjpft aRRur ygidH 
^ ^ ^ ^ t I sjcngr, ^ ^ cr?t jRdi^d 

gij^ ^ giRny g^ ^ 3 RT gf^g>d g^ otttRt ; afr? g>tggR' ^ 

'Wai'yid TR iR gRdT WT t I 

(vi) RRft grrygR agg^ ggRi Hdiddl ^ ayq^ ggrgR ^ ygRr ^ gfr iniR crjr 

gR^ I g"? aid'd: aggrdg^/Pigidcbi ^ g^T gjidi t 1 ggmdd rirt aiRiRrag g5i gm 
42 ^ agftg 'dd^ g^t ^ g>'i^ gft d^ gg, irrfsJgRd Rii^l g^Fft y?RH gg^gR 
^ ggtg ^ fdg g^ijd gfRi dicii d^jdJr g^ g^ RigRid giRt ^ gR R did dgsdr ^l 
d'dil'd-flg t d»ft g?TgvR Rmlt gi1 g?R 1 ^ ggiRl gg ^ t t arRlRrgd 
g?t did 42 ^ dg^ ^ aRSRr a?g^ ^ jnRt^ cgf^ntr srt ^ gg^ giRI adRRid^Rd 
Rgralt ^ Rr d^dH g^ RrgRm ^Rt ^ Ryg dgycw jRdig tgR gR 1 g? cggw 
?dRyg aiggy^ g^ ^ ggtit? gdd ^gral R aRteg g^l ggRi t t fd Rgrait ^ Rig 
di^'^'H ^ ddg ?d drddH gR git ^ gRR 1 fd didR R ^RlSt R ^iRr Ry# 
ar^fdd g^ gg JTdgg d^ Rrgr t I aid; ^RSRI git gddR Rdi gggr ^ Rg drgR 

g 5 t R'kiK R gffg gR aiR RrRt ggR g^diH ddygRf R argR ayRiggRdi Rd R ggRr 
^ Rrg d^tdd g^ RidIRd ^Rr ^ gRrRtd gdng Rw gR 1 

(vii) grfdt ddfgRt ^ yRd c^ Rtg dfi^Rd gRd g^i RraIRd g^ R Rtg gdgRd fRRg 
RiRRt R g^cdR ^ 'HHM ddidd R dgRJd dtdR R g^R ^ ddiRt^d cg^: Rtgr Vg t 
Id'dR armr? g? ^ wiIRcgyui gRi 3 ggf iH gg^ agRd giRd g^? Rdt ^igr t I 


7.1 mRuiih'M'Mm. atR dM^dd dgR ^ anw gg g? giRjg^ gdd gRiR R RgR gi^RI gg yjgwlt 
^ gRd ^ Rtg dn^Rd gftd R RiHfeiRad RdRn gjRr gg RrRg g^di t > 
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^c|c|^!U| 

Eld 

^ (w^r ^t) 




olTrJ tflcpl 

I 3ft7 II ^ 

^ rlW 1 3lk II 




JIcRT tlfS ^ 

PcRI ^ TtkR 





^ git ^irfSid ) 




tj 3lk ^ 


'dlH tr gflT ^ 

1. 

(W) 

jrf?t 


3.00 

3,75 


(^) T^lcldl - wRi 



75.00 

93.75 

2. 

(^) - »R| f^H 

Jltcl 


3.00 

3.75 


(^) - irf^ ^ 

I# 


150.00 

187.50 

■ 

■ui^ 


15.00 

18.76 


(cP) r^|e^ cll^* - wRi 

jiRt 


15.00 

18.75 


(^) Mid qipcp - Jrf% cpt 

fffrl 


1,800.00 

2,250.00 

5. 

(^) VW'taTl ?lf?r ftn 

Hfct 


120.00 

150.00 


(^) wit jjfct mp 



1,875.00 

2,343.75 


(■n) Wr wit WG-kH B’TfW !7f?r Tsm^t 

jiRt 


9,000.00 

11,250.00 


(TJ) ^JIFit tiB'W'l 'dH'We wfct ^ 

jtf^ 


16,920.00 

21,150.00 

0 

TK Tto 1 ^ 3 lettr 

oils'lltb'^dl 

HfrI 

60.00 

76.00 

7 

W 4 31^7 5 ^ foEJ 
c1l$’^'d cU'iHI 

_ 

90.00 

_ 

112.50 


7 ^ TTFT^ (tTFRIT Tto ^WI^/31/2002-^PM) ^ ^ ^ 

c iTRd 3lt?I^EFTT ^1^1 ^ 15 ^ ^Wt I 


T^^Io ■?WT, Simug 
[ftsilEH IH/I V/143/2002/aTOT. ] 


TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS 
NOTIFKATICW 

New Delhi, the 27th September, 2002 

o. TAMP/107/2001-TPT.—In exercise of the powets conferred by Sections 48 and 49 of the fci^PlWIVusts 

»cL, 19f 38 ot 1963), the Tariff Authority for Major Portshercby disposes ofthe proposal ofthe Tutio*NfcINwThMlfcf 

.ixnwn t Honk* jee for entry of private equipment into the premises. 
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The Tuticorin Port Trust (TPT) 


SCHEDULE 

Case No. TAMP/107/2001-TPT 


Applicant 

ORDER 

(Passed on this 20th day of September, 2002) 


This case relates to a proposal received from the Tuticorin Port Trust (TPT) for 
fixation of licence fee for entry of private equipment into the port premises. 


2.1. The TPT has made the following main points in Its proposal: 

(I). Prior to August 1992, private equipment were operated outside the security 
wall; and, accordingly the licence fee was fixed for those equipment. 

(il). The Board of Trustees of the TPT In August 1992 decided to permit private 
equipment to operate Inside the security wall at the same rate as applicable 
for operation outside the security area. The Government of India also 
approved this proposal. 


(iii) . In fact, a higher licence fee can be fixed for the private equipment which 

operated inside the security area because the area of operation was enlarged. 

(iv) . The port had suggested two separate rates; one for permitting the vehicles 

inside the security area and another rate for outside the security area in the 
general revision of rates undertaken during 1999. The Board of Trustees of 
the TPT, however, resolved to maintain the earlier classificatipn of a uniform 
licence fee to operate private equipment inside and outside the security area. 
The Board of Trustees approved 60% increase over the pre-revised rate; and, 
the same was approved by the TAMP after deliberation with the various users. 


(v) . The existing Scale of Rates, therefore, contemplates only one fee for 

permitting private equipment and vehicles to operate inside/outside the 
security area of the port 

(vi) . The Accountant General (Tamil Nadu and Pondicherry) has given a factual 

note titled "unauthorised entry of private vehicles inside the security wall 
resulting In loss of revenue" and sought clarifications from the TPT. The main 
Issues raised by the Auditor in the factual note are summarised below: 

(a) . The TPT allowed private equipment inside the security wall to perform 

the functions of receiving, removing, shifting, transporting, storing and 
delivery of goods brought within the promises of the Port vide Section 
42 (1) (b) of the Major Port Trust (MPT) Act 1963 without obtaining the 
prior approval of the Central Government as required In Section 42(3) 
of the MPT Act 1963. 

(b) . Though the Scale of Rates of the TPT does not contain any rate for the 

entry of cranes within the security wall, the TPT allowed the cranes 

inside the security wall by collecting a sum of Rs.11,280/-per annum 
per crane (which is an entry fee of cranes etc. Into check posts I & II). 

(c) . Separate higher rates for entry of vehicles / equipment into security 

wall should have been fixed in view of the Infrastmcture created by the 
Port and vast scope for earning by private crane operators. 
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(d) . The owners of the cranes besidrr, hanniing thejr cargo have also lent 

these on hire resulting, into decime pcits cargo 

handling equipment which ultimately biocked me rcvei.uc if-flow of the 
Port. 

(e) . Despite having 5 top lift trucks, the Port allowed private equipment 

thereby its own equipment languished. In view of this, the percentage 
of unutilised hours (idle hours) to the available hours was 87.6% in the 
last 3 years. The port has not assigned any specific reasons for this. 

(f) . The permission given to private equipment especially when the 

container could have been handled by the Top Lift Trucks available 
with the TPT resulted in a loss of revenue to the extent of Rs. 8.5 
crores in respect of container handling alone during the years 1994-95 
to 1996-97. 

(vii) In its response to the Audit Para, the TPT has stated the following: 

(a) . The Port does not perform the functions of receiving, removing, 

shifting, transporting, storing and delivering of goods under Section 42 
(1) (b) of MPT Act 1963. It merely provides the facilities for the above 
services and these services are undertaken by the Stevedores and 
C&F Agents. 

(b) . The private equipment are being permitted to operate within the 

security wall of the port based on the rates approved in the Scale of 
Rates under Scale U. Separate approval as per Section 42(3) of the 
Act ibid is, therefore, not required as the licence is being granted 
based on the conditions governed by the above scale. 

(c) . The entry of private handling equipment has no impact on usage of 

wharf cranes. There has been no addition in Front End Loaders and 
Fork Lift Trucks. Further, Front End Loaders are not suitable for 
handling timber logs and granite blocks. Further the mobile equipment 
have outlived their utility. 

(d) . The percentage of unutilised hours of Top Lift Trucks was in the range 

of 67.76% to 76.13% in the years 1994-95 to 1997-98. Taking into 
consideration the breakdown, maintenance and service of the 
equipment only three out of the five TLT were available at the berths at 
any point of time. It has clarified that the loaded containers were 
handled both at the loading point in the berth as well as unloading 
point at the paved area barring a few containers handled outside the 
paved area by private cranes. 

(e) . The policy of allowing private equipments in the Port has been followed 

only at the instance of the Government’s guidelines. The private 
equipment were permitted in the port area not to replace the port’s 
equipment; but, to supplement the ports’ equipment so as to improve 
the productivity. 

(f) . The Audit’s suggestion to have separate higher rates for entry inside 

security wall will be considered for incorporation in the ensuing revision 
exercise. 

(viii). Taking into consideration the remarks in the factual note and the TPT’s reply, 
the Ministry of Shipping (MOS) vide its letter No.PR-20012/4/98-PG dated 4 
July 2001 directed the TPT that the proposal for fixing higher rate for entry of 
private equipment in the port premises may be formulated and sent to the 
TAMP for approval. 


[^11— 


3(ii)]_ _____ ^ _____ 

2.2. In this backdrop, the Port has proposed the following: 

(i). The existing licence fee for vehicle / equipment operating outside the security 
wall is proposed to be Increased by 20%. 

()i). The licence fee for entry of vehicles / equipment inside the security wall is 
proposed to he fixed at 25% above the licence fee fixed for the area outside 
the security wall. 


2.3. The proposal has been approved by the Board of Trustees vide Resolution No. 

85 dated 3 November 2001. 
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3. In accordance with the consultative procedure prescribed, the copy of the TPT 

proposal was forwarded to various port users / representative bodies for their comments.. The 
comments received from them are summarised below: 


Tutlcorln Stevedoree’ Association (TSA) 

The enhancement of licence fee will be an additional burden to the users due to the 
constraint in business. Thus, status quo may be maintained in the tariffs for the entry 
of private equipment in the port premises, 

Tutlcprin_Port Transport & Equipment Owners' Aseoclatlon (TPTEQA) 

(i) . The port has to provide facilities to importers, exporters and the vessel owners 

with good efficiency and fast tum-around of the vessels. 

(ii) . In order to increase the volume of cargo traffic, the port shall provide certain 

facilities to the users at nominal cost; and, try to get its revenue from the 
vessel-related charges and cargo-related charges. 

(iii) . The existing single licence fee may be maintained for the private equipment 

irrespective of whether the operations are carried out inside or outside the 
security wall. 

(iv) . Most of the cargo operations are carried out inside the security wall only; and, 

hence all private equipment have to come Inside the Port for effective cargo 
operations. 

(v) . All the equipment of port have already earned revenue more than 20 times its 

value; and, now most of the time the port equipment are not In operating 
conditions. 

(vi) . The Government of India is considering participation of private organisations 

in most of the service sectors and in fact in the TPT the Container Terminal is 
operated by private operator. 

(vii) . The under-utilisation of container handling equipment Is due to private 

participation by the PSA SICAL which has made the port equipment / TLT 
redundant. The same equipment are, however, used in the warehouse for lift 
on / lift off operations of import load containers and for movements in and 
around the port to ICD, 

(vili). The redundant and non-operational port equipment may be disposed off and 
more private participation may be encouraged for offering better services to 
the users. 

(ix). The licence fee prescribed for the private equipment shall allow entry to all 
areas - both inside and outside the Port Security Wall. 
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Th» Tutlcorin Steamer Aaonf Association (TSAAl 

(i). There \g no justification to increase the licence fee for entry of private 
equipment woiiklng in the port area since this rates were increase by 50% In 
December 1999 only. 

(11). As per the Government's direction, any revision in licence fee can be done at 
the time of general revision of port tariffs only; and, the revision shall not be 
more than 10% for both outside and inside the security wall. 

Tutfcorln Chamber of Commerce and Industry (TCCI) 

(i). The distinction between vehicles Inside and outside the security wall is 
artificial. 

(11). The Accountant General’s approach is putting matters In the reverse direction 
in the context of the Government’s policy of privatisation of ports. 

(iii) . The Accountant General could have confined himself to the allotted field since 

there Is a separate authority - TAMP to fix the rates, 

(Iv). The Instant proposal will push up the costs and consequently the exports and 
imports will decline. 

(v) . There is no unauthorised entry like ‘catUe trespass' as suggested by the 

Accountant General. 

(vi) . If the Government decides that the operation Is to be handed over to private 

operators then the Idle equipment must be sold because the private operators 
are bound to utilise the enlarged operation In a commercial way. 

(vli). The proposed increase in licence fee for handcarts, animal carts, passenger 
carrier are atrocious since the Government is never going to operate this in 
parallel with private operators. 

(vlll). The percentage of utilisation of port’s mobile cranes, wharf cranes, fork lift 

trucks, front end loaders, top lift trucks are all put to lesser use because of 

sophisticated private equipment 

(ix) . The Increase in the rates will be a set back to the port trust growth. 

(x) . ;n view of the above points, the proposed increase in license fees may be 

dropped. 

The Customs Licensed Agents' AssoclaMon (CLAA) 

(i) . The rates proposed for entry of private equipment inside the security wall of 

Zone A and Zone B are double. The Accountant General’s observation is only 
for enhancing the rate and not for proposing double the existing rate. 

(ii) . There Is no justification for resorting an irrational and rash principle of 

enhancing the rate by 100%, 

(ill). The port did not suffer any loss on account of private carriers. There is, 
therefore, no reason for enhancing the rates for item Nos. 3, 4 and 5 viz, 
passenger carriers, carrier of goods and private cargo handling equipment. 

(iv) . To keep pace with the modem business scenario and in accordance with 

directives received from the Government, berth no. 7 has been privatised 
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exclusively for container operations. On account of this, under utilisation of the 
port's equipment, especially TLT and container handling cranes are inevitable. 
Private cranes are used only where port equipment are not available. 

(v) . There are no alternate equipment for wharf cranes of 3T, 6T, 10T and 10/4T. 

Further, fork lift truck of 3T and front end loader are not available. 

(vi) . Tile AuJitui Geiittidl wTliid odlcuiatiny the ‘ToVOriliD forgone" by the port due to 

entry of private equipment has considered three moves in respect of iaden 
containers which seldom occurs. The "revenue foregone" figure worked out, 
therefore, is a boosted figure. • 

Indian Chamber of Commerce and Industry (ICC!) 

(I). The TPT allowed entry of private equipment to supplement port’s equipment 
which were found to be inadequate / insufficient to cater to user needs; and, 
also In line with Government's policy to encourage private participation in port 
sector. 

(ii). It will be, therefore, be reasonable to consider a nominal Increase of 10% in 
License Fee for entry of private equipment for both Inside and outside the 
security wall. 

All India Chamber of Commerce and Induatrlw fAICCi) 

(i) . Private equipment were permitted Inside and outside the security walls In 

accordance wtth the directions received In 1992 from the (then) Ministry of 
Surface Transport to encourage private participation In port sector. In view of 
this position, the Accountant General’s remark that loss of revenue was due to 
unauthorised entry of private vehicles Inside the security walls is wrong and 
arbitrarily addressed. 

(ii) . The policy of allowing private equipment Inside the port has been followed only 

based on the Instruction from the MOST. 

(ill). The uninterrupted human resources as compared to other ports, has greatly 
attracted the users to shift operations to the Tuticorin Port. 

(Iv). The port is marching towards privatisation in various areas of port operation by 
engaging contract labour or contract companies to supplement the port's need. 

(v). The proposed rates are exorbitant and warrant reduction, otherwise it shall 
defeat the very purpose for which private equipment were deployed. 

(vl). The instant proposal of the TPT based on the Issues pointed out by the Senior 
Deputy Accountant General of Tamil Nadu and Pondichery are contradictory to 
the vogue existing at the TPT. 

(vii). As per the Government of India's pollclos for privatisation of Tuticorin Port and 
encouragement for BOT (Built, Operative, and Transfer^ operation, the TPT 
signed a 30 years contract with the PSA SICAU This resulted into a 
sophisticated technology In container handling activity and raised the growth of 
container traffic manrfold. 

(viil). The performance of any port is not counted In terms of utilisation of port 
equipment, but; considered in tenns of quick turn around of vessels and 
improvement In productivity. In order to meet the pea'k demand when two or 
three container vessels are working at a time It Is necessary to have spare 
capacity of equipment like that of private sector equipment working a the TPT. 
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(lx). The entry of private handling equipment do not have any Impact in respect 

wharf cranes which cannot be substituted. Further, there Is no Increase in 1 '' 
number of fork lift trucks and front end loaders. Further, the port's equipmit i 
are not suitable for handling timber logs and granite block; and, the mobile 
equipment have atmost outlived their utility. 

(x) . If the port equipment are idle, and sick or not suitable for work it should have 

Lwttii uliposeu off as there is no i-riaanlng in biccking cf the capital investment 
on idle equipment 

(xi) . ' It will be very rWiicult fc»- private sector organisation as port users to survive In 

the Intense of global competition unless the levies char^ for various vehicles 
equipments for the entry Into the port are reduced to the previous rate prior to 
revision. 

(xii) . In this backdrop, the Instant proposal of the TPT may be deferred. 


CoDlilfter Shlnring Urwt Awoclation (pSLAI 

(i) . The Government's directive to change the applicable tariff is clearly for 

operating equipment like cranes, etc., and it shall not be considered for gerreral 
revision of rates for all equipment 

(ii) . There Is no justification for proposing Increase in the tariff for the items like 

hand carts, animal carts, passenger and goods carriers, issue of duplicate 
licenses, since they are not private cargo handling equipment 

(III). It seems that private cargo handling equipment are still allowed to supplement 
the port* own capacity. 

(Iv). The port may claim that It Is losing revenue whqn the private operators offer 
the same service at a lower price to attract customers. In such cases the 
licence toe on a per entry basis or on operating hours basis may be prescribed 
so as to maintain the port's rates. 

(v). Instead of proposing adhoc Increase in the rates by a fixed percentage, the 
TPT must consider the average revenue lost per move per month per 
equipment or any other measurable means. 


(vl). The port shall give rebate in tariff in case the port does not have the requisite 
equipment and the user has no other option but to make its own arrangements. 

4.1. A copy each of the comments received from the various port users / 

representative bodies of port users was sent to the TPT as feed back Information / comments. 


4.2. In response to the comments of the various users, the TPT has stated the 

following main points: 

(I) . The proposal is as per the directions of the Government based on the Factual 

Note raised by the Accountant General (Tamil Nadu and Pondicherry) In the 
absence of a separate higher rate for entry inside the Security Wall of the Port 
Hence, ttie proposal to increase the Licence for Entry of private Equipment Is 
in order. 

(II) . The proposal of fixing the licence fees for entry of equipment inside the 

security area at double the rates of licence fee ap^icable outside the security 
area was modified by the Board with 26% Increase over the foe for entry 
outside the secufty area of the port 
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(lii). Reduction in the proposed rate / modification of the proposal is not possible as 
the port has to comply with the directions of Government. 

5.1. A joint hearing in this case was held on 6 June 2002 In the TPT along with two 
other cases relating to the TPT that is the proposal of the TPT for general revision of Scale of 
Rates and a proposal for revision of special rate for capital dredging. At the joint hearing, the 
following submissions were made relevant to this case: 

Tbe TuttcPilP Port Trust <TPT> 

We are financially self-reliant. We get no grants. We need a lot of funds to maintain 

roads, etc. 

The CoDtelner Shipping LInee AespcIsUon (CSlAt 

Be selective. Why go in for an ucross the board increase? (The Chairman of TPT says: 

this Is only to regulate entry; revenue earning is nominal.) 

Tuticorin Custom Licensed Agents' Association (TCLAA) 

Do not allow the increases. Let the TPT recast; compare with other ports; and, come 

up with a meaningful proposal. 

Tuticorin Port Transport and Equipment Owners A—ocistlon (TPTEOA) 

(I). There are two different licensing fees inside security wall and outside security 
wall. Nowhere else does such a system prevail. 

(ii). For vehicles and cargo handling equipment, this works out to substantial 
proportions. No increase or change must be allowed. Let the old rates continue. 

5.2. At the joint hearing, the TPTEOA has furnished a comparative statement of the 
licence fee applicable at the TPT at the CHPT. This statement indicates that the licencing fee 
for private cargo handling equipment is Rs. 15 per day, Rs. 150 per month and Rs. 1500 per 
annum In the CHPT as against the existing TPT rate of Rs. 120, Rs. 1875 and Rs. 16920 
applicable for the same period. The TPTEOA has also furnished the licensing fee applicable at 
the Cochin Port Trust 

6. With reference to the totality of infonnation collected during the processing of 

this case the following position emerges for consideration: 

(i) . The existing Scale of Rates approved by this Authority in December 1999 

prescribes a uniform licence fee for entry of the vehicles/ equipment Inside the 
security wall or outside the security wall in Zone A and B. This was approved 
based on the TPT proposal. The proposal now submitted by the TPT is in the 
backdrop of directions received from the (then) Ministry of Shipping (MOS) for 
fixing higher rate for entry of private equipment in the port premises. The MOS 
has given this directions taking into consideration the points brought out by the 
Accountant General (Tamil Nadu and Pondicherry). 

(ii) . This Authority does not like to go Into the issues raised by the Accountant 

General and the stand of the TPT thereon. Nevertheless, one such issue 
involved relates to a provision in the Scale of Rates vis-d-vis compliance of a 
requirement set out In the Statute, It becomes necessary to clarify that the 
SOR of a major port is subordinate to the main legislation; and, it cannot be 
taken to substitute a specific arrangement required by the statute. Provisions 
in the SOR are only to supplement such a requirement by specifying a more 
detailed working amangement. 
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(III). The TPT has proposed to Increase the licence fee for entry of 
vehicles/equipment by 20% as against 10% increase proposed for all the other 
tariff items in the general revision proposal. The TPT has not furnished any 
separate coat statement for this relevant activity to Justify the 20% increase 
proposed. 

Though the TPT has not furnished any separate cost statement for this activity, 
the cost statement for the cargo handling activity furnished by the TPT In the 
general revision proposal shows a revenue surplus position. In view of the 
surplus position In the port as a whole for the years 2002-03 and 2003-04, this 
Authority in the general revision proposal has decided not to allow any revision 
of the existing tariffs. This position will hold good In the case of licence fees for 
entry of private vehicles and equipment into the port premises; and, the 
existing rates will continue to apply as heithertofore for entry of private 
vechicles and equipment outside the security area. The TPT proposal for 
introducing a new tariff for entry Into the security area has been examined 
separately later in this Order. 

(iv). The TPT has proposed that in case of entry of private vehicles/ equipment 
inside the security wall and also for issue of duplicate licences under this 
category, 25% above licence fee prescribed for vehicles/ equipment entering 
outside the security wall shall apply. The TPT has pointed out that approval of 
the higher fee inside the security wall is sought from this Authority in 
accordance with the directions received from the Ministry of Shipping (MOS), 

The users have objected to this proposal on the grounds of non-availability of 
equipment from the TPT, Govt, policy to encourage private participation, etc. 
It is true that the practice followed by different major ports are not uniform with 
regard to levy of licence fees for permitting private equipment. It will however, 
be relevant that a port can seek royalty/revenue share from a Private Operator 
in terms of the privatisation model adopted for allowing concession to him to 
operate within its area of jurisdiction. Viewed in this perspective, the TPT 
proposal is found to be reasonable, and, therefore, approved. 

(V). The TPTEOA has sought to compare the rates at neighbouring ports for 
allowing private equipment. As has been pointed out earlier, the practice Is not 
uniform across the major ports. At some ports, no licence fees are levied. At 
some ports, a percentage of prescribed equipment hire charges Is levied for 
making good idling of port equipment and for permitting private equipment. For 
instance, at the CHPT 50% of heavy lift crane hire is levied for not using such 
cranes. Further, 10% of cranage Is levied for allowing private cranes to 
achieve faster turnaround of cargo. The TPT has proposed to levy only a 
premium of 25% over the licence fees for allowing the private equipment inside 
the security area, which is found to be reasonable since main cargo transfer 
operation take^i place within the security area. Besides, as pointed out by the 
TPT, the revenue implications arising out of this proposed levy Is not very 
significant; and, the TPT has to incur expenditure on maintenance of roads, 
etc. 

(vi). The private equipment operators levy a charge for deployment of their 
equipment for cargo operations which is ultimately passed on to 
importers/exporters. Subject to fulfillment of conditions laid down under Sec. 
42 of the MPT Act, the ceiling rates to be levied for deployment of private cargo 
handling equipment can be seen to be regulated by this Authority. It is 
noteworthy that all the major port trusts have already J»on advised to 
formulate suitable proposals to regulate ceiling rates for identified services 
provided by persons authorised by them under the provisions of Sec 42 of the 
Act. This arrangement has been adopted since the port trusts are expected to 
enforce such ceiling rates while licencing such services. In the case in hand, 
the TPT has not proposed any such ceiling rates. The TPT is, therefore. 
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advised to examine this issue in detail and come up with a suitable proposal for 
fl^dng ceiling rates for deployment of private cdigo handling equipment within 
its area of Jurisdiction 

(vil). The proposed decision to prescribe rates for licence fee for entry of vehicle / 
equipment has already been incorporated in the revised Scale of Rates 
approved In the case relating to general revision of tariffs at the TPT on which 
a separate Order being considered has been passed by this Authority earlier 
today. 

7.1. in the result, and for the reasons given above, this Autnority decides to revise 

the licences fee for entry of vehicle and private equipment Into the port premises as follows: 


81. 

No. 

Particulars 

1 

Rates (In Rs.) 

Entry into Check Post 1 
and II (eidudlng Inside 
the Security Wall) Zone 
A and B 

Entry into Check Post 1 
and II (including Inside 
the Security Wall) 
Zone A and B 

1. 

■iniiiiin iiiiiiiM 


3.00 

3.75 


(b). Hand Carts - Per annum 

Each 

75.00 

93.75 

2. 

(a). Animal Carts - Per day 

Each 

3.00 

3.75 


(b). Animal Carts - Per 
annum 

Each 

150.00 

187.50 

3. 

Passenger Carriers - Per day 

Each 

15,00 

18.75 

4. 

(a). Carrier of goods- Per day 

Each 

15,00 

18.75 


(b). Carrier of goods - Per 
annum 

Each 

1,800.00 

2,250.00 

5. 

(a). Private Cargo 

Handling 

Equipment - Per day 

Each 

120.00 

150.00 


(b). Private Cargo 

Handling Equipment -Per 
month 

Each 

1,875.00 

2,343.75 


(c). Private Cargo Handling 
Equipment - Per half year 

Each 

9,000.00 

11,250.00 


(b). Private Cargo 

Handling Equipment - 
Per annum 

Each 

16,920,00 

21,150.00 

6. 

Issue of duplicate licence 
against 1 to 3 

Each 

60.00 

75.00 

7. 

Issue of duplicate licence 
against 4 and 5 

Each 

90.00 

112.50 


7.2. The revised rates will cdmo Into effect after expiry of 15 days from the date of 

notification of the revised Scale of Rates approved in the general revision case (case no. 
TAMP/31/2002-TPT) in the Gazette of India. 


S. SATHYAM, Chairltian 
[ADVT m/AV/143/2002/Exty.] 
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